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Good norning, M. Chairman and Menbers of the Commttee.
Thank you for inviting ne here to discuss Adm nistration efforts
in the areas of conputer security and associated critical
infrastructure protection. W know that our governnent and our
nation rely increasingly on conmputer systens to support nearly
every critical governnental and business function. Governnent
and industry are now nore interconnected than ever, operating in
a shared risk environnent, with our interdependence grow ng
daily. The integrity and availability of our systens and, where
appropriate, the confidentiality and privacy of information in
those systens are today nore inportant than ever.

Adm ni strati on Actions

The President has given high priority to cyber security and
the protection of our nation’s critical information assets. He
under stands the growi ng risks that our nation faces from cyber
threats. In My 1998, after reviewing the report of his
Comm ssion on Critical Infrastructure Protection, he issued
Presidential Decision Directive 63, on “Critical Infrastructure
Protection.”

This Directive provided a framework for governnent action.
It pointed out that interconnected conputer systens are necessary
for the provision of essential national services. It recognized
that a potential future attack against the United States m ght
take the formof a cyber attack against our critical conputer

systens. It acknow edged that governnment and industry face
essentially the sane risk in this area and nust work in close
partnership to mtigate that risk. |Indeed, as today's hearing

al so recogni zes, it took into account that this risk is shared
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gl obal ly.

The Directive also called on all Executive branch agencies
to assess the vulnerabilities to their systenms and the nation’s
critical infrastructures -- comrunications, energy, banking and
finance, transportation, energency services, and public health.
It placed special enphasis on protection of the governnent’s own
critical assets and establishing the governnent as a nodel for
information security. This is where OW's prinmary role lies and
where we have been concentrating our efforts.

To inplenent the Directive, the President appointed Richard
Cl arke of the National Security Council as the nation’s first
Nat i onal Coordinator for Security, Infrastructure Protection, and
Counter-Terrorism Later, the National Security Advisor
announced the appoi ntnent of Jeffrey Hunker as Senior Director
for Critical Infrastructure Protection, in the Ofice of
Transnational Threats. Both have worked tirelessly to increase
nati onal awareness of the scope of the problens in this area,
wor king closely with OVMB to help fornul ate sound approaches to
addr essi ng these probl ens.

The Directive called for the devel opnent of a detailed
National Plan for Information Systens protection, so that we
coul d better defend agai nst cyber disruptions. It also
established a Critical Infrastructure Assurance Ofice (Cl AO at
t he Departnent of Commerce to coordinate governnent interaction
wi th industry, develop the national plan, and assist federal
agencies in identifying and prioritizing their own critical
assets.

The Directive also established at the FBI the National
Infrastructure Protection Center (NIPC) as a national focal point
for gathering information on threats to the nation’s critical
infrastructures. The NIPCs Director, Mchael Vatis is also
testifying before you today.

In January of this year, the President announced the
i ssuance of version one of the National Plan for Information
Systens Protection. He pointed out that the Plan was the first
maj or el enent of a nore conprehensive effort and that it woul d
evol ve and be updated as we increase our know edge of our
vul nerabilities and of energing threats. The plan called for a
nunber of governnent-w de and agency-specific security
initiatives, as well as increased cooperation with industry and
others in the private sector. 1In this last regard, we note that
Cl AO under the | eadership of its Director, John Tritak, has
worked with industry to build the Partnership for Criti cal
I nfrastructure Security, now conprising nore than 130
representatives frommajor U S. corporations. The Partnership is
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nmeeting this week in San Franci sco.

In February of this year, in the wake of a series of
di stributed denial of service attacks against a nunber of nmjor
el ectronic commerce websites, the President held a Cyber Security
Summit with key information technology |eaders. At this summt,
which | attended, the private sector |eaders enphasized their
desire to participate in partnerships with the governnent and
with one another to facilitate the sharing of information on
cyber attacks and common vul nerabilities.

The President’s Chief of Staff, John Podesta, has been
personal |y engaged in these security issues. He has directed the
agencies to take specific actions to inprove security and to
report to himon the status of the security posture of their
websites. Just |ast week, he delivered a major speech outlining
the Admnistration’s position on cyber crinme |legislative reforns
desi gned to upgrade 21%' Century | aw enforcenent capabilities and
al so enhance privacy and civil liberties in cyber space.

The President’s FY 2001 budget proposed approxi mately $2.0
billion for agency critical infrastructure protection and
conputer security progranms out of a total information technol ogy
budget of about $40 billion. This security total is a 15%

i ncrease over the FY 2000 enacted total of $1.8 billion. It

i ncludes funding to help detect conputer attacks, coordinate
research on security technology, hire and train nore security
experts, and create an internal expert review teamfor non-
defense agencies. These initiatives are vitally inportant.

Regrettably, many of our requests for security funds face an
uncertain future in the appropriations process. It has been
particularly difficult to gain support for cross-cutting
initiatives, despite their inportance to our conputer security
efforts. W should be nore open to innovative approaches in this
area and | ook for opportunities for synergy and interagency
cooperati on.

Several inportant cross-cutting governnent initiatives are
at risk in the appropriations process, but can still be sal vaged:

Depart ment of Comrerce

. $5 million at the National Institute for Standards and
Technol ogy (NIST) to establish an expert security review
teamto hel p agencies review their systens and prograns,
identify unacceptable risks, and assist in mtigating them
This program woul d operate in the context of NI ST s
statutory responsibilities under the Conputer Security Act
of 1987 and C i nger-Cohen Act of 1996 to issue security
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gui dance to the agenci es.

$50 mllion to create the Institute for Information
Infrastructure Protection at NIST. The Institute would work
col | aboratively with industry and academ a to fill research
and devel opnent gaps for key security technol ogi es.

I ndustry often has no incentive to invest in long-term
research and devel opnent without a clear market need.
Research woul d be perforned at private corporations,
universities, and non-profit research institutes.

CGeneral Services Adm nistration

$5.4 mllion to maintain the Federal Conputer Incident
Response Capability (FedClRC), the central governnent non-
| aw enf orcenent focal point for responding to attacks,
pronoting incident reporting, and cross-agency sharing of
data about comon vul nerabilities. A portion of this
funding will al so continue governnent support of Carnegie-
Mel 1l on University’s highly acclai ned Conputer Energency
Response Team ( CERT) .

$10 mllion for next generation intrusion detection. This
fundi ng woul d be used to establish the Federal Intrusion

Det ecti on Network (FIDNet) which would conpl enent FedCl RC by
st andar di zi ng ongoi ng agency conputer intrusion detection
activities, automati ng many of the cunbersone nmanua
processes now enpl oyed, and providing a centralized expert
anal ytic capability that does not exist at nobst agenci es.

Departnent of Treasury

$7 mllion at Treasury to conplete the devel opnent of an

i nt eroperabl e governnent-wi de infrastructure to permt

aut henticated el ectronic transactions and thus pronote the
el ectronic delivery of services to the public. In our
traditional, paper-based world, governnent, industry, and
the public rely on trusted and verifiable relationships,
photo I Ds, notarized signatures, and face-to-face contact to
aut henti cate one another's identity prior to conducting
business. W need a simlar authentication capability in
our new el ectronic world. This funding would transl ate
paper - based rel ationships into simlar trusted and
verifiable electronic relationships.

O fice of Personnel Managenent and the National Science
Foundat i on

$7 mllion at the Ofice of Personnel Managenent and $11.2
mllion at the National Science Foundation for Federal Cyber
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Servi ces/ Schol arshi ps for Service. The Schol arship for
Service effort will help devel op the next generation of
Federal information technol ogy nmanagers by awardi ng
schol arshi ps for the study of information assurance and
conputer security in exchange for Federal Service.

OWB' s Role in Governnment Conputer Security

In February, OVB Director Jacob Lew issued inportant
gui dance to the agencies on incorporating security and privacy
requirenents in each of their FY 2002 information technol ogy
budget subm ssions. In the future, when requesting approval for
i nformation technol ogy funds, agencies nust denonstrate how t hey
have built adequate security and privacy controls into the life-
cycl e mai ntenance and technical architectures of each of their
systens. Wthout an adequate show ng, the systens will not be
f unded.

Let nme use this point to illustrate OVB's role in conputer
security and put it in the context of today’'s hearing. Wile OVB
does have a broad, governnent-wi de role in formulating the
President’s budget, pronoting the effective agency use of agency
resources, and pronoting sound agency managenent practices,

i ncl udi ng oversight of the use of agency information resources,
our specific role for security is |imted to policy devel opnent
and oversight for unclassified governnent information and
conput er systens. W have no direct role in | aw enforcenent or
international affairs. Wile we maintain a close relationship
wi th operational agencies, we have no operational
responsibilities oursel ves.

W are very much commtted to the protection of Federal
conput er systens. W recognize that security, or information
assurance as it is sonetines called, consists of a nunber of
separ at e conponents:

. Confidentiality -- assuring that information will be
kept secret, with access limted to appropriate persons
for authorized purposes;

. Integrity -- assuring that information is not
accidentally or maliciously altered or destroyed, that
systens are resistant to tanpering, and that they
operate as intended,

. Avai lability -- assuring that information and systens
will be ready for use when needed;
. Reliability -- assuring that systenms will perform

consistently and at an acceptable |evel of quality; and
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. Aut hentication -- assuring that users of systens and
parties to transactions are verified and known so that
t he sender knows that data has been delivered and the
reci pient knows the sender’s identity. Wth
aut henti cati on cones nonrepudi ation, since neither
party can |ater deny having sent or received the data.

The Legal Franmework

Congress has provided a sound | egal framework for the
Executive branch to address conputer security needs. OWB has
built on this statutory franework. Relying on our general
authority, we issued our first conputer security policy in 1978.
That policy defined a mninmum set of controls for the security of
Federal automated information systens tailored to the processing
environment of its tine -- a centralized environnment running
nostly custom devel oped application software. |In 1985, we
updat ed that gui dance as part of new, conprehensive gui dance on
i nformati on resources nmanagenent, OVB Crcul ar A-130. Appendi x
11 of A-130, “Security of Federal Automated |nformation
Systens,” began to address the security vulnerabilities
i ntroduced by renote processing -- which at that tine occurred
| argely through dial-up conmuni cati ons.

Today's conputing environment is significantly different.
It is characterized by open, wi dely distributed processing
systens using commercial off-the-shelf software. Wile effective
use of information technol ogy often reduces risks to Federal
prograns (for exanple, reduced risks fromfraud or errors), the
risk to and vulnerability of Federal information resources has
increased. Geater risks result fromincreasing quantities of
val uabl e informati on being commtted to Federal systens, and from
agencies being critically dependent on those systens to perform
their mssions. Geater vulnerabilities exist because so nmany
Federal enpl oyees have access to Federal systens, and because
t hese systens now i nterconnect with outside systens and the
I nt ernet.

Two years after the issuance of Appendix Ill to Grcular A
130, Congress enacted the Conputer Security Act of 1987 (P.L.
100-235) requiring agencies to inprove the security and privacy
of Federal conputer systens, plan for the security of sensitive
systens, and provide nandatory awareness and training in security
for all individuals with access to conputer systens. The
Conmput er Security Act established the National Institute for
St andards and Technol ogy (NI ST) as having the lead in setting
standards for the security of unclassified Federal information
t echnol ogy.



The Paperwor k Reduction Act (PRA) of 1995, P.L. 104-13, then
establ i shed a conprehensive information resources managenent
framewor k whi ch subsuned preexisting agency and OVB
responsi bilities under the Conputer Security Act. It recognized
our transition to an increasingly internetworked information
environnment, and the security and privacy chal |l enges which go
along with that transition

OMB revised Appendix Il to Crcular A-130 in February 1996
to address specifically the conputer security mandate of the 1995
PRA. The revised Appendi x updated policies and set
responsibilities for the security of Federal information systens
including the confidentiality, availability, and integrity of
i nformati on and systens.

Overall, OWB Circular A-130 sets forth governnent-w de
polices for a wide variety of information and information
resource nmanagenent issues. The body of the G rcul ar addresses
agency nmanagenent of information and information systens
i ncl udi ng capital planning and investnment control. Appendix I
sets privacy policy. The soon to be issued Appendix |1l defines
policy for information architectures and inplenentation of the
Gover nnment Paperwork Elimnation Act. Appendix Il sets security
policy. In Appendix Il -- our guidance on the Governnent
Paperwork Elimnation Act -- we address the authentication and
nonr epudi ati on el enents of security nmentioned earlier.

Appendi x 111 inplenments another Conputer Security Act
requi renent by directing the Departnment of Commerce (through
NI ST) to issue appropriate security standards and gui dance,
update security training guidelines, provide guidance for
security planning, provide guidance and assi stance to Federal
agenci es on appropriate security when interconnecting with other
systens, coordi nate agency incident response activities, evaluate
new t echnol ogi es, and apprise Federal agencies of their security
vul nerabilities.

I mportantly, Appendix I1l also requires Federal agencies to
adopt a m ninmum set of risk-based nmanagenent controls. Four
controls are described: assigning responsibility for security;
security planning; periodic review of security controls; and
managenent aut horization. These controls are intentionally not
technol ogy dependent. Instead, they focus on the managenent
controls agencies need to assure adequate security of the
i nformation technol ogy now in the hands of mllions of Federal
users. Technical and operational controls should support these
managenent control s.

More recently, the Information Technol ogy Managenent Reform
Act of 1996 P.L. 104-106 Div. E (dinger-Cohen Act) |inked OVB



and agency conputer security responsibilities firmy to agency

i nformati on resources nmanagenent, capital planning, and budget
processes. It established agency Chief Information Oficers who
report to agency heads as the responsible focal point for agency
i nformati on resources managenent, including security. Agency
Cl s are responsible for oversight of the security policies and
practices enbodied in the Conputer Security Act, the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995, and OMB Crcular No. A-130. These
responsibilities include the need for explicit consideration of
security requirenents in the devel opnent of agency information
technol ogy architectures and the need to ensure appropriate

| evel s of security awareness and training.

The dinger-Cohen Act tied agency information resource
managenent responsibilities, including security, to the capital
pl anni ng and budgetary oversi ght process the agency engages in
with OvB. Wien OMB reviews infornmation technol ogy investnent
pl ans generally, or when it exam nes specific mgjor information
systens, it evaluates agency security planning and practices.
This reflects the influence of Cinger-Cohen.

Lastly, dinger-Cohen recodified and highlighted Conmerce’s
conputer security responsibilities, particularly in the area of
standards and gui delines. The Act underscored the requirenent
for agencies to ensure that their security planning was
consistent with the standards and gui del i nes devel oped by NI ST.
NI ST i ssued conprehensive security planning gui dance i n Decenber
1998.

In 1998, the Governnent Paperwork Elimnation Act (the
Paperwork Elimnation Act) addressed OVB and agency
responsibilities for conducting business in an electronic

environment. It required that agencies provide for the optional
use and acceptance of electronic docunents and signatures, and
i ntroduce electronic record keeping when practicable. It

provi ded that electronic records and their related el ectronic
signatures nust not be denied |legal effect, validity, or
enforceability nmerely because they are in electronic form It

al so contenpl ated Federal acceptance of a range of electronic
signature alternatives. By Cctober 21, 2003, agencies mnmust have
el ectronic filing and el ectronic signature capabilities in place.
OVB published its guidance on inplenmenting the Act in the Federal
Regi ster on May 2nd 2000. The gui dance describes the nethods
agencies can use to provide for the authentication of digital

si gnat ures.

Are current policies effective?

In review ng our recent efforts in the area of conputer
security, OVWB has taken a close | ook at the effectiveness of our
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current policies. 1n general, we believe that our policies and
gui dance for unclassified applications are adequate, although

sonme updating and additional detail would be helpful. W plan to
provi de additional detail in our upcomng revision to these
policies. Indeed, reports from GAO including its assessnent of

security practices of |leading private sector organi zati ons, show
that OVB policies and NI ST gui dance are properly focused on a

ri sk- based, cost effective approach and reflect the right bal ance
bet ween strong security and m ssion needs.

As discussed earlier, OMB Circular A-130 establishes an
overall framework for governnment information and infornmation
resource managenent. We nust integrate security within this
framework to ensure that it remains cost-effective, fornms an
integral part of agency business processes, enables rather than
i npedes agency m ssions, and operates effectively over tine.

How can we ensure effective policies?

We recogni ze that security nmeasures nust function
effectively in the real world of agency m ssions and busi ness
operations. To acconplish this, we focus on a nunber of key
pri nci pl es:

. We shoul d consider widely diverse views and attenpt to
accommodat e uni que agency needs. Agency information
managenent practices often affect the public, industry, and
state and | ocal governnents. |n considering new approaches
to security we need an open and transparent process that
encour ages and nmakes good use of public comrent.

. Al t hough the views of the general security and national
security community are essential in devel opi ng sound
security policy, they are not the only ones we should
consider. Agency ClGs, programofficials, and others al so
have i nportant perspectives and their views are essential in
t he policy devel opnent process.

. Utimately, the responsibility for security of systens and
progranms should lie with each agency and with the specific
programofficials in each agency. Unless we devel op policy
that fits within that context, security will becone an
af tert hought .

. Conmpl i ance al ways i nproves when we build security into our
systens and work processes in close coordination with the
programofficials that are closest to the affected
oper ati ons.

. Fundi ng and managi ng security apart froma program
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encourages programofficials, systemowners and users to
ignore it. Separation sends a signal to themthat security
is not their job. |If programofficials and users do not
take responsibility for security, then security officers and
ot hers nust do so, often by enploying resource intensive
conpliance inspections. This approach carries risk since
the only tine one knows the | evel of conpliance is during or
i mredi ately foll owi ng an inspection.

Good design and good planning are the keys to successful
security. They are the keys to successful security. For good
design, security nmust be conpatible with and enable -- not
unnecessarily inpede -- system perfornmance, business operations,
and the m ssion. Wen security unnecessarily slows the system or
hi nders the m ssion, users often work around it or ignore it
conpletely. To work effectively, security nust be part of the
system architecture, built-in so that users wll “buy-in.”

Good planning requires that we fund security and privacy as
part of the life-cycle costs for each system To identify true
system costs and adequately plan for future system or program
operations, we nust account for all of the resources necessary to
operate the systens, including security. Indeed, attenpting to
fund security independent of the program or system w thin which
it lives makes it far nore difficult to build a business case for
the security conponent. If it isn't tied to the m ssion, how can
one denonstrate security’s support of the m ssion?

Qur approach provides maximumflexibility for agencies so
that they can nmake appropriate, informed choices in applying
necessary security controls that are consistent with their unique
circunstances. It mnimzes conflicts that could easily arise
fromany centralized approach to wi dely diverse agencies with a
broad range of varied and shifting requirenents.

How can we i nprove conpliance?

As GAO, our agency |Inspectors General, our own program
reviews, and industry and private security experts all agree,
nost security problens come not froma |lack of policy, but rather
fromineffective or inconplete inplenmentation of existing
policies and guidance. W are very much aware of this risk in

t he Federal context. |In governnent, ineffective inplenentation
can arise from inadequate resources, |ack of managenent
attention, and inadequate enployee training. |In the past few

years, a great deal of agency managenent attention focused on Y2K
remedi ati on, drawi ng on agency resources and del ayi ng ful

i npl enentation of the Cinger-Cohen approach. There is nmuch nore
to be done before we reach full inplenentation of our existing
security gui dance.
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W believe agencies nust neet the followng three goals to
ensure successful security policy inplenentation:

. They must achi eve consensus and get user buy-in when
initially setting policy so that the product will be better.

. They nust tie security to their capital planning and

i nvestment control process and to their budgets.
. They must establish and maintain seni or managenent support.
OMB will do all that it can to encourage and help the agencies in

t hese efforts.

To identify specific problens regarding inplenmentation, we
are collecting enpirical data fromthe agencies. W began in
June 1999 with a systematic review of agency risk managenent
processes. W are now focusing on the security posture of 43
hi gh i nmpact governnent prograns such as Medicare, Medicaid, the
Air Traffic Control System Social Security, and Student Aid.

Qur findings to date are illumnating. Agencies need to
inprove their integration of security into their capital planning
and i nvestnent control processes. As nentioned earlier, in
February of this year, we provided the agencies with the first
step towards a solution -- specific security criteria that
agenci es nust neet before they receive FY 2002 funding for
i nformation technol ogy investnent requests. These criteria
require agencies to denonstrate explicitly how their information
technol ogy investnents provides for adequate security controls
and how they account for the costs of those controls over the
life of each system

Additionally, OWB s budget preparation guidance to the
agencies this year will add a requirenent that they include, for
each system a percentage anount for security. Over tinme, we
believe this will give us better information on true security
costs.

Cross-Cutting Efforts

W are working with the NSC, the Cl O Council, N ST, GSA,
GAO, and others on a nunber of specific projects to assist the
agenci es and enhance governnent-w de security. These include:

. Testing a systematic process of identifying, assessing, and
sharing effective security practices. The Cl O Council has
devel oped a searchabl e dat abase and website to facilitate
this activity.
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Finalizing security performance neasures (netrics) against
whi ch agenci es can assess their security prograns and take
steps to mature themover tinme. Agency comments on the
final draft of this assessnent framework are due this week.
NI ST and the Cl O Council are scheduling a workshop for
August to discuss the comrents broadly. It is significant
to note that our assessnent framework conpares favorably
with the results of a simlar effort by a major financial
institution widely recogni zed as an industry |eader in
security.

Creating a formal process for coordinating the governnent-

w de response to cyber incidents of national significance.
This process includes the formati on of a working group
consisting of OVB, the FBI, Departnents of Justice, Defense,
and Comrerce, the intelligence community, GSA, and the ClIO
Council, along with a senior |evel steering group consisting
of senior officials fromthe above agencies, the NSC and
OSTP.

| mproving the operational effectiveness of the Federal
Comput er I ncident Response Capability (FedCIRC) in
responding to |l ower |evel incidents and coordinating federal
agency sharing of information regardi ng common

vul nerabilities and conputer incidents. Several years ago,
OVB desi gnated FedCIRC as the primary avenue for agencies to
fulfill their information sharing responsibilities. OVB and
the CI O Council are working together to enhance that
capability.

Usi ng the FedCl RC organi zation to pronote nore tinely agency
installation of patches for known vul nerabilities. Mny
successful attacks agai nst governnment and industry systens
have been the result of old vulnerabilities for which vendor
patches are readily available at no cost. |Installing such
patches is not, however, a trivial task; it requires
considerable tine and effort on the part of systens

adm ni strators who often are busy just keeping their systens
up and running efficiently. W hope to provide sone relief
through this cross-cutting initiative if we can obtain
necessary future funding.

Revi ewi ng security policies and practices of the national
security community to see if they have applicability for

t hose agencies that operate in an unclassified environnment.
Where appropriate, those policies and practices will be
adapted for general agency use.

Exploring wwth the CFO Council the viability of establishing
a security benchmark or standard expectation for the
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security of agency financial systens. This effort may prove
to be an effective pilot for establishing simlar benchmarks
for other discrete classes of information and systens. At
the sane tinme, we want to nove carefully in this area to
avoid the tenptation to establish one-size-fits-all security
requirenents.

. Devel opi ng a government-w de Public Key Infrastructure (PKI)
— a trusted digital signature infrastructure that wll
facilitate a broad range of services including tax filings,
regul at ory subm ssions, student and snmall business | oans,
benefit applications, grants, and many nore. The PKI will
be essential to agency inplenentation of the Paperwork
Eli mination Act. The Federal PKI Steering Committee,

sponsored by the CIO Council, is working with governnent
agencies and industry to field a conprehensi ve network-based
infrastructure to support a federal PKI. Part of this task

involves allowing digital signatures fromdifferent

gover nnment agencies and different vendors to interoperate.

A pilot, “Certificate Bridge Authority” successfully tested
this interoperability in April and will be operational |ater
this year. The PKI, through digital signature services and
encryption, provides four of the basic security services |

mentioned earlier -- confidentiality, integrity,
authenticity, and non-repudiation. For all of these
efforts, adequate future funding will be essential.

These are innovative efforts that show great prom se. They
need Congressional support if we are to fulfill that prom se.

New Legi sl ation

On a current note, we are very supportive of the Governnent

I nformation Security Act of 2000, now part of the pending FY 2001
Def ense Aut horization Act. The Admi nistration worked closely, in
a non-partisan way, with the authors of this legislation. W
share a desire to nmeet the security needs of the governnent and
pronote security as an essential managenent function. The
Federal governnment has conme a | ong way since the origina

Conmputer Security Act was passed in 1987. There have been
significant technol ogy and policy changes along the way. If it
becones | aw, the Governnent Information Security Act will update
our statutory framework in a thoughtful and constructive manner.

Concl usi on
We appreciate your interest in all of these matters and | ook
forward to continuing our close cooperation with the Committee in

this inportant area. W value our partnership with you and hope
that this hearing will mark a further strengthening of our joint
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efforts on behal f of the Anerican people.

Thank you.

14



